on reading an earlier draft of this small study, maarten menken did not agree with the argument i had proposed. such good-natured exchanges are, of course, of the essence of collegiality, and hence i am delighted to have the opportunity to contribute the finished piece to this volume in his honour. i look forward to further valuable debate with maarten, a very fine scholar and a good friend.
as is often the case, the present study arose unexpectedly as part of a larger project. the project involved gathering information on how John repeats material which his readers already know from earlier in the gospel. it could be expected, therefore, that sooner or later John 10:40 in relation to 1:28 would come into the exercise; what could not be expected, however, was that this investigation would take on a life of its own and that 10:40 and related texts would give rise to a fresh perspective on the enigmatic reference to "Bethany beyond the Jordan" in the earlier verse.
i embarked on the investigation already aware of pierson parker's article, in which he argues that πέραν in the phrase πέραν τοῦ 'Ιορδάνου in 1:28 must mean 'opposite' rather than 'across', so that Bethany then is opposite the place on the Jordan where John had baptised.1 while perhaps plausible for 1:28, it will not do for 10:40, where John uses exactly the same phrase and the usual meaning "across" is the only option.2 in other words, parker's thesis obliges exactly the same wording in John to be read with two different meanings, which does not happen elsewhere and rather defeats the function of 10:40 as a reminder. indeed, it is one of the weaknesses of his case that in instances of πέραν elsewhere in the Gospel, which parker neglects to investigate, the usual meaning "across" seems to suffice. the problem of the whereabouts of "Bethany beyond the Jordan" seems to have arisen with origen, in the early third century. origen, who lived in palestine (maritime caesarea), went to look for a place named Bethany on the east bank of the Jordan but failed to find it. despite the fact that, as he states, almost all the witnesses available to him, including heracleon's commentary, read Βηθανία, origen decided on Βηθαβαρᾷ, with the result that it found its way into the manuscript tradition and exists today as a minority reading. even more of a minority reading is Βηθαραβᾷ, which is probably just a variant form.3 in recent times, the tendency has been not so much to question the textual evidence as to propose that βηθανία is a corruption of another, similar, place-name. the strongest contender for this is Batanaea, the name of a region north and east of the sea of Galilee, which has a hebrew equivalent in the old testament name Bashan. advocates of this proposal include william Brownlee, don carson, andreas Köstenberger, rainer riesner and douglas earl.4 this proposal relies on conjecture in the absence of manuscript support, a precarious exercise at the best of times,5 and one which i find less than compelling. in particular, i find it difficult to believe that when John-that most painstaking of narratorstells his readers in 10:40 that Jesus crossed over the Jordan from Judea, what he meant them to understand, without further indication, was that
